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We read Ex. 20, 8 ff.: “Remember . . . and hallowed it.” The 
Jews, according to these words, were commanded to celebrate the 
seventh day of the week, Saturday. They must celebrate this day, 
not only by offering sacrifices, hearing the Law, and performing 
other works of worship, but also by abstaining from all manual 
labor. Ex. 31, 15. And so stern and severe was this commandment 
regarding the abstinence from work, that even for such a seemingly 
trifling offense as picking up wood on the Sabbath day a man among 
the Jews was at one time stoned to death. 

Now this Old Testament command regarding the Sabbath day 
has undergone a change in the New Testament. We Christians are 
no longer bound by it as were the Jews of the Old Testament. In 
to-day’s text Christ gives us a lesson regarding the New Testament 
Sabbath, and how to observe it. Let us endeavor to learn the lesson 
and therefore contemplate: 

THE CHRISTIAN SABBATH OF THE NEW TESTAMENT. 


Two questions we must answer in this connection: 
1. Which day must we observe in the New Testament? 
2. How must we observe that day? 


a be 

Is the day we are celebrating, is our Sunday divinely instituted ? 
Are we bound to this day in the same manner as the Jews of the 
Old Testament were bound to their Sabbath? Let us see. 

Christ had on several occasions performed works of charity on 
the Sabbath day by healing sick persons. The Pharisees, who were 
great sticklers for the external fulfillment of the Sabbath command- 
ment, regarded this as a transgression of the same, and watched for 
an opportunity of tripping Christ and finding a cause against Him. 
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So they watched Him, while He was at the house of one of the chief 
Pharisees, to see whether He would heal a man sick of the dropsy, 
who had perhaps been brought there by them for this very purpose. 
But Christ dauntlessly healed the sick man and told the hypocrites 
that they would themselves draw their ox or ass out of a pit on a 
Sabbath day, and inferred from this that He had certainly more 
right to heal a man on that day from a dangerous disease. Now this 
action of Christ was, of course, primarily directed against the false 
and merely external observance of the Sabbath, to which those blind 
people were addicted. Still, at the same time, Christ also showed 
here that He was not bound to the Sabbath commandment of the 
Old Testament. And at another occasion He plainly told these 
enemies of His: “The Son of man is a lord even of the Sabbath 
day.” In these words, then, Christ maintained His authority over 
the Old Testament Sabbath and His power to change it if He chose 
to do so. 

And Christ has done so: He has abolished the Old Testament 
Sabbath and the law regarding it. To prove this statement I wish to 
impress upon you, in the first place, that Christ abolished all the 
Levitical and ceremonial laws of the Old Testament. The Law that 
God gave to the Jews by Moses was of a threefold nature. There 
was first and above all the moral law, the holy Ten Commandments. 
These were not abolished by Christ, they are still the norm and rule 
of our life. Besides this moral law there were also the political laws, 
for in the Old Testament the Jewish state was a theocracy, in which 
God Himself was the supreme ruler. This political code of laws no 
longer has any binding force, for our governments are totally sep- 
arated from the church. This political law ended when Christ came. 
And so, too, did the ceremonial law, which prescribed to the Jews 
all the various sacrifices they were to offer, the dresses their priests 
must wear, the fastings and ablutions they must undergo, and many 
other things of like character. These all were abolished by Christ 
and have no longer any binding force upon the Christian. 

All these things were pictures and images of Christ. For thus 
we read Hebr. 10, 1: “The Law has the shadow of good things to 
come, and not the very image of the things.” And in the words 
immediately following, the Old Testament sacrifices are mentioned 
as things that were a shadow of good things to come. Again Paul, 
in Col. 2, 16, after having mentioned several things enjoined in the 
Old Testament Law, says: “Which were a shadow of things to come, 
but the body is of Christ.” Thus, to exemplify: the sacrifices were 
shadows or types of the Great Sacrifice of Christ on Calvary, where 
He offered Himself for the sins of the world. The paschal lamb was 
a picture of Christ, “the Lamb of God that taketh away the sin of 
the world.” The same is true of all the other things prescribed in 
the ceremonial law. 
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These things, then, having found their fulfillment in Christ 
are, for this reason, no longer commanded after Christ has appeared. 
After the body has come, the shadow vanishes; after the antitype 
has made its appearance, the types and emblems no longer exist. 
This is clearly stated in the passage already quoted. “Let no man 
judge you in meat or in drink,” ete., 7. e., these things are no longer 
binding upon you, as they were in the Old Testament, but you can 
eat and drink what you please, for “these things were a shadow of 
things to come, but the body is of Christ.” Therefore the apostle 
earnestly warns the Galatian Christians: “Stand fast, therefore, in 
the liberty wherewith Christ hath made you free, and be not en- 
tangled again with the yoke of bondage,” viz., the bondage of the 
Old Testament ceremonial laws. And he immediately mentions 
such a thing to which they should not again submit, because it had 
been abolished by Christ: “Behold, I Paul say unto you, that if ye 
be circumcised, Christ shall profit you nothing.” Circumcision is 
one of the shadows abolished by Christ, and therefore a New Testa- 
ment Christian is not bound to it, yes, he dare not submit to it. 

Bear in mind now, that the Old Testament Sabbath command- 
ment belonged to the types and emblems that were abolished by 
Christ. Let me again invite your attention to Col. 2, 16 for a proof 
of this statement: “Let no man judge you in meat or in drink, or 
in respect of an holy-day, or of the new moon, or of the Sabbath 
days,” etc. What does that mean? That means: the various holy- 
days or festival days of the Jews, and their festival of the new moon, 
and their Sabbath day were among the shadows of the Law that 
have vanished with the appearance of the body in Christ, and there- 
fore no man any longer has a right to judge us in regard to them, 
i. e., to demand their keeping as divinely commanded. That is the 
plain teaching of this passage. 

The Old Testament Sabbath, therefore, has been abrogated by 
Christ, the law commanding the celebration of the seventh day is 
no longer in force; and from this it necessarily follows that no 
special day is commanded by God in the New Testament, for we 
look in vain for a passage in which some other day than the Satur- 
day were enjoined for observance. Indeed, Paul plainly teaches 
Rom. 14, 5. 6, that in the New Testament all days are equal, saying: 
“One man esteemeth one day above another: another esteemeth every 
day alike. Let every man be fully persuaded in his own mind. He 
that regardeth the day, regardeth it unto the Lord; and he that re- 
gardeth not the day, to the Lord he doth not regard it.” Here we 
have the general statement, that a person, both by esteeming and 
regarding a special day, or by regarding no special day, may serve 
the Lord. He does not make the exception: he that regardeth not 
any day holy, except the Sabbath, doeth it to the Lord, but he evi- 
dently includes the Sabbath, Sunday, as well as every other day. 
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Now, if the Sabbath, or Sunday, or any other day were commanded 
by God in the New Testament, how could a’ Christian serve God by 
disregarding that day? Take a similar example: God has com- 
manded us to pray: how could a Christian serve God by neglecting 
prayer? Plainly, if God had commanded any day, if Christ had 
not abolished the Old Testament Sabbath, Christians would be bound 
to observe it. Hence ‘t follows, that as a Christian has a right to 
regard all days alike, he has not been commanded by God to keep 
a special day. 

From this again we deduce the necessary conclusion, that the 
Church has the right to choose any day for worship. We might keep 
Monday instead of Sunday, and nobody would have a right to say 
to us: You are doing wrong in keeping Monday instead of Sunday. 
The early Christian Church, at the time of the apostles, asserted this 
right by changing the day of rest and worship from Saturday to 
Sunday. The apostles, by doing this, undoubtedly wanted to show 
to all New Testament Christians that they are no longer bound to 
the Old Testament Sabbath, but are at liberty to choose any other 
day in its place. A different question, of course, would be, whether 
it would be expedient for us now to change our day of worship, 
when this one day is observed throughout Christendom, yea, through- 
out the whole civilized world. And there the answer, of course, is: 
No; it would only tend to produce confusion and disorder. Hence 
we gladly retain the ancient custom of celebrating Sunday, although 
this day is not divinely instituted in the New Testament. 

This is the biblical doctrine concerning Sunday, and this doc- 
trine therefore our Lutheran church has always held in opposition 
to all false teachings of other churches. You know that there are a 
great multitude of people in our country that claim Sunday is divinely 
instituted, and there are several churches that teach we are still bound 
to the Old Testament Sabbath. Now if it were really true that there is 
still a divinely instituted day in the New Testament, we would have 
to observe Saturday. For no man can show from the New Testa- 
ment that the Sunday has been put in its place by God. Hence all 
the churches that teach that Sunday is divinely instituted and com- 
manded, in order to be consistent, ought to give up Sunday and keep 
Saturday. 

But perhaps you would ask me now: Well, if there is no day 
prescribed by God, why, then, do we celebrate a day? To this ques- 
tion I would make answer: We have been set free from the duty of 
keeping the Old Testament Sabbath, but we have not been set free 
from the duty of keeping the Third Commandment. The Old Testa- 
ment Sabbath commandment had also a moral side, and this is still 
binding upon us. That moral part was the hearing and reading of 
the Law and other acts of worship. And this public hearing of the 
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Word and other acts of worship are still enjoined upon us also. And 
as we must have a day upon which we can meet for the purpose of 
hearing God’s Word publicly, we celebrate a day, Sunday. 


2. 

Of course, if the commandment regarding the day of the Old 
Testament Sabbath has been abrogated by Christ, then also the way 
and manner of its observance has been done away with, as far as 
this was external and belonged only to the types and emblems of the 
ceremonial law, and not to the moral law. 

Now what was it that belonged to the types and emblems, and 
what was it that belonged to the moral law? To the types and 
emblems belonged, in the first place, the obligatory abstinence from 
all manner of labor. This ceasing from labor on the Sabbath day — 
hence the name of sabbath or rest — was a picture of the perfect rest 
from sin and its guilt which the Christians of the New Testament 
should enjoy. Again to the types and emblems also belonged the 
various sacrifices that the Jews would offer on the Sabbath day, as 
was shown before. The moral part of the Old Testament Sabbath 
observance was the hearing of the Law and the singing of hymns 
and psalms and the public offering up of prayer. This part, there- 
fore, is the only one that is still obligatory upon us Christians in the 
New Testament. For that is plainly stated in many passages of the 
New Testament. Thus Christ, our Lord, Himself says: “He that is 
of God heareth God’s Word.” And again: “Blessed are they that 
hear the Word of God and keep it.” And in the Epistle to the 
Hebrews we are exhorted: “Let us not forsake the assembling of 
ourselves together, as the manner of some is.” From these and a 
multitude of other passages we can see: the public hearing of God’s 
Word and the assembling of ourselves together for that purpose is 
still a Christian duty in the New Testament. This portion of the 
Third Commandment still holds good, therefore, and this hearing of 
God’s Word is the only thing that we are commanded with reference 
to the manner of observing the Sabbath day. 

Let us, then, in the first place, bear in mind that the hearing of 
God’s Word is an important and essential Christian duty. There 
can be no true sanctifying of the New Testament Sabbath day with- 
out that. You may be ever so scrupulous in your external observ- 
ance of Sunday, it is all in vain if you neglect the great duty of 
hearing God’s Word. If for some trivial excuse you have failed to go 
to church when you had an opportunity of doing so, you have not 
kept Sunday in a proper way, no matter how you have observed it 
otherwise. Do not say: I read my Bible at home and thus hear 
God’s Word. That is all very well: you must study your Bible at 
home, you should search the Scriptures. But besides that you also 
have the commandment to come and hear the Gospel! “He that 
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heareth you heareth me, and he that despiseth you despiseth me,” 
says Christ of His ministers that go forth to preach in His stead. 
Therefore do not you despise Christ in His messengers, but come 
and hear Him through their mouth, and thus keep the Sabbath in 
the proper way! 

This, then, is essential in the keeping of Sunday, to hear the 
Word. That is commanded by God. Beyond that nothing is com- 
manded or forbidden. The external mode of keeping the Sunday 
must therefore be left to the Christian’s conscience. Therefore, 
working on Sunday, for instance, is not wrong and sinful in itself. 
Mark, I say: in itself. If Sunday has not been commanded by God, 
if, therefore, it is on a level with any other day of the week, as 
I proved before from Scripture, then, of course, Sunday work in 
itself can be no more sinful than work on any other day. Indeed, 
works of love are even commanded and demanded on Sunday. We 
have Christ’s own example for this in the text, when He healed the 
man sick with the dropsy from his disease on the Sabbath and re- 
buked the Pharisees for their hypocritical perversion of the Sabbath 
law. To tend to our stock, to cook our own meals, to care for our 
sick, although it is work, is not wrong, but necessary and commanded 
on Sunday as well as any other day. Yea, these things, especially 
the latter, may even detain us from church.— But although works 
of love are commanded also on Sunday, and although other labor is 
not in itself sinful, yet it can become sinful in various ways. In the 
first place, of course, it would be wrong to let our work detain us 
from coming to hear the Word of God, or to allow it to disturb us in 
our devotion and meditation after the service. For we are not only 
to hear the Word of God, but we are also to keep it, and therefore 
we must think about it at home, and for that reason, too, we ought 
not work on Sunday afternoon either. Another reason why Sunday 
work only too easily becomes sinful is, that by it we are likely to 
give offense to our weak brother. Paul writes to the Corinthians 
that if he knew he were giving offense to his brother by eating meat, 
he would abstain from it all his life rather than offend his brother. In 
like manner every Christian ought to be very cautious in performing 
any work on Sunday other than is absolutely necessary, because he 
may so easily give offense by it. And besides this, also the wicked 
worldlings are eagerly watching the Christians, and if they should 
ever find one working on Sunday, they would scoff and ridicule and 
blaspheme his religion on that account. So also for their sake Chris- 
tians must refrain from working on Sunday, to avoid giving them 
occasion for blasphemy. And besides all these reasons, it must also 
be borne in mind that the body wants its rest, that, after it has been 
working hard for six days, we ought to be willing to give it one day 
on which it may recuperate and gather a little strength and vitality 
to resume on the next day the burden of toil that has been allotted 
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to it by the Creator. And here another point to be considered is, 
that also the State for this very reason has ordained one day out of 
the seven for rest, and forbids all work that disturbs the publie 
peace and prevents other people from enjoying the rest they need. 

Only a few more words, and I shall have done. Many people 
in our days consider all kinds of games and amusements and diver- 
sions on Sunday wrong and sinful. Here the same rule applies as 
to work: Whatever is not wrong on any other day is not, in itself, 
wrong on Sunday. Only by allowing these things to interfere with 
our worship or by giving offense to others, these things may become 
sinful. Hence it is not wrong to pay a visit on Sunday, or to play 
some kind of game, or to take a little excursion for recreation, etc. 
By doing the latter, for instance, by contemplating and admiring 
God’s handiwork, beautiful nature, we may even worship God in a 
very worthy manner. Only let it be borne in mind again that all these 
things must not prevent us from hearing the Word. Anything and 
everything that does this, no matter how innocent it may be in itself, 
becomes sinful, for the hearing of God’s Word is the main, yea, the 
only thing regarding the keeping of the Sabbath in the New Testa- 
ment that has been commanded, and only by observing this is the 
Sabbath sanctified, while by neglecting this it is desecrated! 

Let us never forget it, my dear hearers: freedom from the Old 
Testament Sabbath law is one of the great benefits that Christ has 
brought us Christians in the New Testament. Let us, then, stand 
fast, also in this particular, in- the liberty wherewith Christ hath 
made us free, and let us not be entangled again in the yoke of 
bondage. Amen. Gale: 


Sermon from Matt. 16, 17—19. 


(REFORMATION. ) 


Christ had been preaching for some time, and the minds of the 
people were agitated with his teaching. Opinions regarding Him 
were divided: on a certain occasion Christ in a conversation with 
His disciples suddenly asked them this question: “Whom do 
men,” etc., Matt. 16, 13—16. Peter confessed his Master as the 
promised Redeemer, the God incarnate, who had come to save His 
people from their sin. It was a brief but noble confession. 

Peter’s answer drew from Christ the following words of praise: 
“Blessed art thou,” ete., v. 17—19. These words of Christ are wrested 
from their true meaning by the Roman Church, in order to establish 
a claim of supremacy over all believers in the world. This church 
interprets these words of Christ to Peter as a special charter of 
authority given to the Apostle Peter exclusively. This church, 
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moreover, argues that Peter in the latter part of his life came to the 
city of Rome and organized a Christian congregation over which 
he presided as bishop until his death; that all Christian churches in 
those days acknowledged Peter their divinely appointed head; that 
on the death of Peter his authority passed to his successor in office, 
and continued to do so whenever a Roman bishop died; and that 
hence the papacy exists by divine right, and all the world is bound 
to regard it so. 

These claims of the Roman Church were successfully blasted 
for the first time by Dr. Martin Luther, who, amongst other thank- 
worthy deeds which he accomplished, also has taught Christians the 
true meaning of the words of our text. As we are celebrating to- 
day the ——th anniversary of the reformation of the Church by 
Dr. Luther, it will be pertinent to consider this question: 


DID CHRIST ESTABLISH THE ROMAN BISHOP THE HEAD 
OF HIS CHURCH? 
I answer No: 
1. Because neither Peter nor the Roman bishop are the Rock 
on which Christ builds His Church; 
2. Because neither Peter nor the Roman bishop have received 
the keys of the kingdom of heaven excluswely. 


1. 

It cannot be proved from Scripture that the Apostle Peter ever 
came to Rome, nor that he was bishop of a congregation in that city, 
nor that he was in his lifetime regarded as the supreme head of the 
Christian Church. This is an historical matter and will have to be 
settled on the strength of authentic records. It does not concern our 
faith. What we are to believe in a religious way we do not draw 
from the annals of men, or from tradition, but from the oracles of 
God. We might assume that the aforementioned claims in behalf of 
St. Peter could be substantiated historically, and yet refuse to ac- 
knowledge him or his successor our spiritual ruler. If Peter was 
intended to be the first pope, it is reasonable to expect that Jesus 
Christ would have told us so. Hence it is proper to demand biblical 
eredentials for Peter’s papacy. For this purpose the text before us 
is certainly the most serviceable in the New Testament, and we are 
not surprised that papists consider it their stronghold. Accordingly, 
if it can be shown that neither in the text before us nor in any other 
text was Peter or anybody else made supreme bishop of the Church 
of Christ, the Romish claim falls to the ground. 

Now, if this text asserts a prerogative in behalf of any one 
particular person, that person must, indeed, be the Apostle Peter, 
however, he exclusively. The text does not say a word regarding a 
future successor of Peter. If Peter was here given his charter of 
authority, he received it to exercise it during his lifetime, and it must 
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have perished with him, for we fail to see his authority to hand his 
privilege over to another. 

But was Peter given a special prerogative? Christ calls him 
Peter, 2. e., a rock, a firm man. This name had been given Peter 
some time before the event here narrated, when he was called to be- 
come a disciple of Christ. Peter’s declaration on the present occa- 
sion gave him no value in the eyes of his Master which he had not 
previously possessed. Christ proceeds: “And upon this rock I will 
build my church.” What rock? Peter? So the Roman Church 
claims on the strength of the connection in which these words were 
uttered. But the connection of the words is not the only point which 
an interpreter must consider. To argue that the context establishes 
Peter the rock or foundation of the Church results in a teaching 
which both contradicts Scripture and is absurd. Scripture says: 
“Other foundation can no man lay than that is laid, which is Jesus 
Christ.” Throughout the Bible Christ is called the cornerstone, the 
chief and precious stone, on which the Church is built. More than 
that, it is solemnly asserted that other foundation than Christ can- 
not be laid. Paul assumes that man may attempt to do so, but God 
will not endorse the action. Now, if Christ had meant to declare 
Peter the rock on which the Church is built, Christ Himself would 
have laid another foundation, and either Christ is wrong or Paul. 
Seripture cannot be against Scripture. Moreover, it would be ab- 
surd to make Peter the foundation of the Church. The foundation 
is that part of a building on which the whole structure rests. If the 
foundation is overthrown the entire building collapses. If Peter is 
the foundation of the Church, what became of the Church in the 
night when Peter thrice denied his Lord? Did not in that instance 
“the gates of hell prevail” against the Church, while Christ says, “they 
shall not”? Yea, what became of the Church when Peter died? 
Surely, the entire Church must have fallen when Peter fell, and 
perished when he died, if we assume that connection between him 
and the Church which papists assume. 

But we are being reminded that the Apostle Paul writes that the 
Church is “built upon the foundation of the apostles and prophets.” 
So he does; but what does that prove as regards Peter? That text 
does not single out Peter from the rest of the apostles, but in- 
eludes him in their number, and in the number of the prophets, too; 
it does not even mention Peter’s name. Moreover, the very next 
words in that same text state who is the foundation; for the whole 
text reads: “built upon the foundation of the apostles and prophets, 
Jesus Christ Himself being the chief cornerstone.” The apostles 
and prophets are called the foundation of the Church in so far as 
they preached and wrote concerning Christ and His work. Their 
inspired writings support our faith—in whom? Not in them, but 
in Christ, in whom there is salvation, and in none other, neither is 
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there any other name given among men whereby we must be saved. 
“Apostles and prophets” means the same as Old and New Testament, 
and this statement of Paul has the same force as the well-known 
saying: “The Bible, the whole Bible, and nothing but the Bible, is 
the religion of Protestantism.” 

But how are we to explain the peculiar language of our text 
now? Does it not sound after all as if Christ pronounces Peter the 
rock on which He builds His Church? The text is not difficult at all; 
it is just the connection that shows its meaning. Christ had asked: 
“Whom say ye that I am?” Peter answers: “Thou art the Christ, 
the Son of the living God.” Christ replies, in effect: “That is the 
answer of a firm believer, of a person whose faith rests on the rock 
foundation; and upon this rock foundation, namely, upon the Man 
whom you have this minute professed, I will build my Church.” 
Some interpreters assume that when Christ spoke the words, “upon 
this rock,” He pointed the finger at Himself, to make His meaning 
still plainer. Whether He did so, or not, no one can tell. The apostles 
understood Christ well enough without such a gesture; for nowhere 
in their writings do we find an indication that they regarded Peter 
as occupying the supreme position in the Church. On the contrary, 
Paul at one time, in the city of Antioch, publicly rebuked Peter for 
practicing hypocrisy. However, if it helps one to understand our 
text, there is no harm done if one assumes Christ made the gesture 
aforementioned. He certainly said in plain words what that gesture 
would serve to corroborate. 

The Rock, then, on which the Church is built is neither Peter, 
nor any Roman bishop after Peter, nor any pope, many of whom 
have been pronounced infidels, nor any man at all, but it is the Son 
of the living God, our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ, and His in- 
spired Gospel. And those are rock-men, Peters, Cephases, who pro- 
fess Him such. 

Such a rock-man was Dr. Luther, who victoriously assailed the 
false and preposterous claims for supremacy of the Roman pope... . 


. 2. 

But, does not the next verse upset our entire explanation? For 
Christ says to Peter: “I will give unto thee the keys of the kingdom 
of heaven: and whatsoever,” etc. These words were plainly spoken 
to Peter and contain a grant. The Roman pope is so certain that 
these words made Peter and his successors the chief bishop in Chris- 
tendom that he has chosen his escutcheon from this text: on the 
miter, or high cap, which the pope wears on public occasions there 
are seen two keys crossed. 

What are “the keys of the kingdom of heaven”? The expres- 
sion is figurative; it denotes the power to forgive or not forgive sins. . 
This is done by proclaiming the Gospel to a penitent sinner and by 
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withholding it from an impenitent one. When a person in anguish 
and distress of mind on account of his wrongdoings is told to take 
comfort, because Christ has died for his transgressions and in Him 
there is plenteous grace for the forgiveness of all sins—that is 
opening heaven to a despairing soul, that is using the loosing key, 
the key which unlocks. When a stubborn person, who denies his 
guilt and refuses God’s offer of grace, is told that God will visit His 
contempt upon him—that is closing heaven against him, that is 
using the binding key, the key which locks. 

Was the power to do this given to Peter exclusively? Again we 
say, a good interpreter must consider other points besides what seems 
to be the connection of the words which he seeks to explain. To claim 
the power of the keys for Peter alone is both unscriptural and ab- 
surd. It is unscriptural, because not long after the event here re- 
corded the Master instructed His disciples how to deal with a tres- 
passing brother. He said: “If thy brother shall trespass,” ete., Matt. 
18, 15. 16. “And if he shall neglect to hear them, tell it unto” — 
whom? Unto Peter? No, Christ continues: unto the Church; but 
if he neglect to hear the Church, — then what? Is there still a higher 
court of appeal? Shall the case then go before Peter? No, Christ 
concludes: “If he neglect . .. in the midst of them,” vv. 17—20. 
Here Christ plainly gives to all the disciples the identical powers 
which in our text He seems to confer on Peter; yea, He confers 
these powers on any local church, even the smallest, consisting of 
but two members. And this local church Christ has made the court 
of last appeal. The question, what to do with a certain sinner, must 
be decided there. On one other occasion Christ repeated and re- 
affirmed this grant of power: on the eve of Easter Sunday He ap- 
peared among His disciples, breathed on them, etc., John 20, 21 ff. 
And when soon after this He ascended to heaven He commanded 
all the disciples to teach the whole world to keep and to do all that 
He had told them. 

But, it is also absurd to claim that the keys of heaven belong to 
Peter, or to the pope, exclusively. For what became of this power 
when Peter denied, dissembled, died? What becomes of it in the 
interval between the death of one pope and the election of another? 
Do sinners in such an interval receive no comfort? Can the obsti- 
nate during such a time not be rebuked? If this power, as papists 
claim, is vested in the pope, does it then float in the air while the 
cardinals’ college is wrangling, as they sometimes have done for a 
year, over the election of a new pope? And if the college is split 
-into parties, and the election results in a pope and antipope, or even 
three popes, as has also happened, is the power also split? Thus, 
the Roman claim is seen to be absurd. 

But how do we explain our text? It is again the connection 
that makes the meaning quite plain. Christ had addressed His ques- 
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tion: “Whom say ye that I am?” not to Peter alone, but to all the 
disciples. Peter, however, was the only one to reply, not because he 
was the only one willing to profess Christ, or the only one able to do so, 
but because it was his nature to be quick and forward, and because, 
as is likely, he may have been the senior member of the little band 
of disciples, and the modesty of the rest allowed him to speak first. 
They all endorsed his answer, and Christ’s reply, though addressed 
to Peter, was meant for them all, as succeeding events to which I re- 
ferred before, have shown. 

No, the keys of heaven were not given to Peter, nor to any Roman 
bishop, who are now trafficking with them, and driving quite a lucra- 
tive business, but to every believer, to the entire Church of Christ 
on earth, and in the fear of God and in the power of the Holy Spirit 
believers have at all times made use of the keys, pope or no pope. 

One of these believers, a firm, true, God-fearing man, Dr. Luther, 
has shown the foul imposition which mercenary Rome had practiced 
with the aid of the keys, and has by his plain Gospel preaching again 
opened heaven to despairing souls... .— 

God grant that, after him, we make use of our grand charter to 
our own edification and to the salvation of many others. Amen. 


Address Delivered at the Dedication of a School. 


(Address preceded by German sermon.) 


MEMBERS AND FRIENDS oF St. J—s:— 


Having been requested to say a few words to you on this joyous 
occasion, I would first embrace this opportunity to congratulate 
you, etc. 

The Lutheran church has been a fostering mother of the school 
ever since Dr. Luther at every opportunity impressed upon his con- 
temporaries the necessity of educating the young. This happens to 
be the season of the year in which we like to dwell upon the bless- 
ings of the Reformation,!) the 31st day of October being the anni- 
versary of what we consider the beginning of the movement that was 
destined to bring about so many changes, hateful to the imps of dark- 
ness, salutary to the church and also to the state, society at large. 
For much of what as citizens we prize so highly can be traced directly 
to the work of Dr. Martin Luther, through whom it pleased God to 
divide the dark clouds that hung over Europe. Freedom of speech, 
a free press, liberty of conscience, a free church and so, also, liberal 
education — these are fruits of Lutheranism.— Common schools were 
practically unknown before Luther’s day. True, the cloisters, espe- 


1) The school was dedicated shortly after the festival of the Refor- 
mation. 
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cially since the days of Benedict of Nursia, had taken up as part of 
their work the teaching of the young. But the object of these schools 
was preparation for the priesthood, and.the course of instruction was 
adapted to this end. It is a matter of history that the standard of 
general learning was lower in the century of Luther’s birth than in 
the days of pagan Rome, 1500 years previous. The idea of educating 
the masses and of making school attendance compulsory, the govern- 
ment compelling parents to send their children to school, was first 
successfully defended by Luther. 

So we are following Luther’s lead when we desire our children 
to be instructed in all the common branches of learning. We are 
following his lead when we, congregations, school-boards, pastors, 
teachers, aim at the best results attainable in the matter of secular 
instruction. This is our aim, and we have not signally failed, yea, 
more, the general, average result is exceedingly good. Compare a 
bright pupil of the public school with a dull boy instructed in our 
school and your verdict will be as unfriendly to the Christian day- 
school as it is unfair. Again, people sometimes compare one of our 
schools, just established, probably in charge of the pastor, who of 
necessity cannot give it all his time, with a well-equipped city school, 
thereby manifesting similar unreasonableness. But if even from 
such or a similarly hampered school we see children go forth, and, 
entering the public school, soon do the work of the children of their 
own age,—and I have seen that so often as to be compelled to look 
upon it as the rule,—then we must grant such results to be highly 
gratifying, considering that, besides attending to the study of the 
common English branches, some time was taken up daily with Bible 
study and German. To those who through ignorance of the subject 
are pleased to carp at our schools it may be interesting to hear that 
Synod’s School Exhibit at the St. Louis World’s Fair, in which 
St. J ’s school also was represented, has been awarded a gold 
medal by the unanimous vote of a jury composed of eminent educa- 
tional authorities of different countries. 

But why have separate schools? Why do we not send all our 
children to the public schools? Why? Because we believe our chil- 
dren are entitled to the opportunities of religious training; separate 
schools, because the public school cannot give this religious ‘training 
because it is unconstitutional, and the Sunday school cannot do full 
justice to the subject, one hour a week being insufficient, just as one 
hour a week for arithmetic would be. We have separate Christian 
schools because we endeavor to be mindful of the one thing needful; 
because we think that the fear of the Lord is the beginning of wis- 
dom; because we think God gave His Book to us and our children 
for a purpose, and we get the benefit only by studying it; because all 
arithmetic that we can learn will not avail on the last day of reck- 
oning; because in secular geography one city is not given, the city 
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of God, nor'the road thither; because no amount of secular learning 
will equip us or our children for heaven’s citizenship. In short, we 
have our own schools wherever feasible, because we prefer giving our 
children food sufficient for their temporal and eternal interests, secu- 
lar and religious instruction rather than the secular only. 

Christian friends, are we not justified in choosing for our chil- 
dren a school where Christian principles permeate the entire course 
of studies, where the Word of God is a daily food, in preference to 
a worldly school as the public school must needs be? Do not, Chris- 
tian or non-Christian hearer, misconstrue the motives that prompted 
this congregation to go to the expense of maintaining from its own 
funds the separate Christian school, which, however, is open to any- 
one that would use it. This fine building is not erected for the pur- 
pose of antagonizing the public schools. The congregation has never 
harbored such a thought. The public school is a necessary institu- 
tion, and we Lutherans gladly pay our taxes for its maintenance. 
But though we readily grant the importance of secular knowledge, 
we look upon religion, outside of its spiritual importance, as the 
basis of true morality and the bulwark of society. Yes, we teach 
religion, and the Bible is our text-book. Heaven help us stem the 
tide of ignorance concerning the one God-given Book! There zs 
such ignorance. Listen! A company of educated young people in 
a Western college was asked, some time ago, to mention several Old 
Testament prophets; they failed. A Harvard class heard an allusion 
to Calvary, and though they knew all about Jupiter and Mercury and 
Apollo and the death of Caesar, thes did not comprehend. Such con- 
ditions are truly pathetic. 

Surely, therefore, our schools ought not to be fought but fostered. 
The building we dedicate to-day stands for biblical learning, stands 
for morality based thereon; it will, under the guiding grace of God, 
be the means of equipping a coming generation with the moral 
stamina to make good citizens; it stands for depletion of prisons and 
almshouses; it stands for patriotism in its best sense; it stands for 
loyalty to God and loyalty to the powers that be for God’s, for con- 
science’ sake. : 

Since that is what it stands for, may God bless its work and 
prosper it! x. 


Outline for Sermon from Rom. 5, 1. 2. 


In his Epistle to the Romans St. Paul treats this subject: “The 
just shall live by faith.” He shows, in the first place, how a person 
becomes just, viz., not by his own works of righteousness performed 
by his own natural strength according to the Law, but by believing 
that the work of Christ was performed in his place, and that God 
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imputes the righteousness of Christ to him as his own. He shows, 
in the second place, that a person who has thus become just in the 
sight of God “lives.” God’s verdict pronounced upon the believing 
sinner for Christ’s sake creates a new state or condition for the sin- 
ner: his relation to God has become changed; the sinner views his 
past, present, and future in a different light. Thus he lives. This life 
of the justified is bliss, happiness. So David, Ps. 33, 1. 2, and Paul, 
quoting him, Rom. 4, 6—8. In these passages the life and blessed- 
ness of the justified are declared, but in the text before us they are 
described. 


THE BLESSED STATE OF A PERSON WHO HAS BEEN JUSTIFIED BY FAItH. 

1. His present blessedness. 

a. He has “peace with God,” really “as regards God,” “in the 
direction of God” (rpös r. 9.). There is no longer any wrath brood- 
ing vengeance upon him in that quarter, but wrath has given way to 
love. Reconciliation has taken place, vv. 9. 10. Comp. Is. 32, 17a. 

b. This peace is “through our Lord Jesus Christ.” He is the 
author of it and acts as the Mediator at this reconciliation, Eph. 2, 
14815-260141, 20; 

ce. Into this peace the justified has entered, viz., in the moment 
when “by faith he had (ésy7xanev) access by Him (Christ) into this 
grace,” the grace described in the preceding chapters, the grace of 
justification, ch. 3, 24. The sinner relying on the grace of God has 
entered God’s presence, Christ being his guide and intercessor, 1 Pet. 
3, 18. Having thus had access, he has obtained peace, because pardon. 

d. Ever since then the justified sinner “stands” in the grace to 
which he had access, and “has,” ever possesses and enjoys, the peace 
afore described. Justifying grace continues, and its peace-tidings 
are ever issued to the justified. God’s peace dwells in the heart of 
the justified, 1 Cor. 15,1; 2 Cor. 1, 24; 1 Pet. 5, 12; Is. 32,17b. The 
peace of God has become a peace on earth, Luke 2, 14; Phil. 4, 7. 

2. His future blessedness. 

a. He “rejoices in the hope of the glory of God.” God has in 
Himself glory, and a kingdom of glory, 1 Thess. 2, 12, to which He 
will one day admit men, Rev. 21, 22, and will make them partakers 
of His glory, 2 Pet. 1, 4; 1 John 3, 2. This glory is distributed by 
Christ, John 17, 22, to His believers. 

b. Believers “rejoice in,” really: make their boast of, this glory, 
by reason of the hope that is in them. Justifying faith has opened 
a glorious prospect to them: it has assured them of their final re- 
demption, of life everlasting. This hope is a sure hope, being founded 
upon Christ, Hebr. 3, 6, so sure, that the believer glories, joys with 
a great, deep, strong joy and confidence, and boldly declares it. His 
old boast has been stopped, Rom. 3, 27. This boast on the ground of 
a justified person’s hope of future glory is the new boast of Chris- 
tians, and accompanies the peace which they enjoy. 
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Suggestions from Luther for a Discourse on Ps. 3, 3. 


“David here contrasts three things with three: helper, with many 
troubling; glory (German: der mich zu Ehren setzet) with many 
rising up; and the lifter of the head, with the blaspheming and in- 
sulting.” (Lenker’s Transl., vol. I, p. 117.) 

“Therefore the person here represented is indeed alone in the 
estimation of men, and even according to his own feelings; but in 
the sight of God, and in a spiritual view, he is by no means alone.” 
(p. 118.) 

“Fence the words contained in this verse are not the words of 
nature, but of grace; not of free-will, but of the spirit of strong 
faith, which, even though seeing God, as in the darkness of the storm 
of death and hell, a deserting God, acknowledges Him a sustaining 
God; when seeing Him as a persecuting God, acknowledges Him a 
helping God; when seeing Him as a condemner, acknowledges Him 
a Savior.” (p. 118 f.) 

“Hence we see that the life of a righteous man in this world, 
after the example of Christ, is made up of these three parts, of the 
cross, solitude, impoteney, and despair.” (p. 119.) 


“It is clear that ‘glory’ in this passage is to be received as sig- 
nifying ‘glorying’ or ‘the thing gloried in.” (p. 120.) “‘Glorying’ 
is our rejoicing and confidence in that object of our glory.” (p. 122.) 

“<The lifter up of my head.’?... According to my bold way, 
I rather think that it should be received as signifying more simply, 
and by a figure of speech most common in the Scriptures, ‘glorifica- 
tion.’ So that the plain meaning of the whole passage should be, 
‘The lifter up of my head,’ that is, He has lifted me up and set me 
on high.” (p. 122.) 


“Tt is a hard matter and a work requiring the power of divine 
grace to believe in God as the lifter up of our head and our crowner 
in the midst of death and hell. For this exaltation is a thing hidden, 
and that which is seen is only despair, and no help in God. There- 
fore we are here taught ‘to believe in hope against hope,’ which wis- 
dom of the cross is in this day deeply hidden in a profound mystery. 
For there is no other way into heaven than this cross of Christ. 
Therefore we must take heed that the active life with its works, and 
the speculative with its speculations, do not delude us: they are each 
very pleasing and quiet, and are on that account very perilous, until 
they be disturbed and tempered by the cross. The cross is the safest 
of all things. Blessed is he who understands!” (p. 128 f.) 


